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been discussed in detail aDd Ameritech haS aped to implement plans desisned to obtIiD

improved levels of performance. But no significant or lastina improvements have been

achieved.

28. By providina AT&T with dearaded access service, Ameritech has

hindered AT&T's ability to deliver to its customers the hi&h-quality interexchanae

services that they expect and, at one time, resularly received. As a result. numerous

AT&:T customers have been directly impacted by the access service problems. For

example, JTF-II anached is a list of lOS AT&T MichillD customersJ whose new service

was not provisioned by their desired. due eWe in AulUJt 1996. In 44 of those cases,

A.meritech not only missed the customer's desired due date. but it also missed its own

commitment date for provisionina the service. (Sit reponed incidents that include. "jep

code" or jeopardy code entry). Each of these customers wu neaatively affectee1 by

A.meritech's inferior and delflded access service in that they were subjec1eC1 to

unreasonable delays in the receipt of service.

29. JTF-12 attached is a list of AT&T Michiiln customers who experienced

service outaaes in Auaust 1996. Of the reported incidents. 27 customers experienced.

DSO service trouble that tasted for more than one hour. Fo{a of those customers lost

service for aD excess of 10 bours. An additional 71 customers experienced. trouble with

their OS t service that lasted for more than 3 hours. Each of these cUltomers wu
,

neaatively affected by Ameritech's inferior and dearaded access service in that they were

subjected to unacceptable service outaaes.

These d()(umenu have been redacted to protect proprietary in(ormaaOft relardiDl cuscomer
idennty.

II
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30. Indeed, the unabated deterioration of Ameriteeh's service in other areas

has resulted in ienera1 public contrOvmy and a flurry of consumer complaints.

~wnerous published anicles criticize Ameritech for its provision of deterioratini service

in the states throuahout Ameritech's reiion. incluciini lllinois. Ohio and Wisconsin. S"

JTF-I Sthrouah ITF-19 attaChed. Moreover. in lllinois. the Citizen's Utility Board filed a

complaint with the Illinois Commerce Commis.sion askini the Commis.sioD to impose

additional quality standards on Ameritech to improve its dep'lded service. SIt rn-20

attaChed. In Wisconsin. the Wisconsin Attorney General is currently investiiatini

thousands of service complaints filed against Ameritech by its customers. SIt JTF·21

attached.

31. Gradually since 1989•AT&T has been authorized to provide eenaiIl

services in competition with Ameriteeb. On February 24 and July 19. 1994. the MichillD

Public Service Commission issued orden in Case No. U·I0131 requirini implementation

of intraLATA dialina parity (or the purpose o( developina a competitive intraLATA

market. In November 1994. AT&T bellD to agaressively market its dial-around services,

allowU1a Ameritecb customers to directly usc AT&T service for local toll calliDa without

dialini additional dilits. These events marked the first direct chalJenics to Ameritech

intraLATA lDODOpoly in MichiiID and thus the tint threat of real intraLATA market

competitiolL

32. In April 1995. prior to implementation of the federal Telecommunications

Act. AT&T. Ameritech and the Department of Justice bad agreed to a local service trial in

the Grand Rapids area. As part of the aial, the local exc:hanie wu ioiaa to be opened to

12
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competition. Pusqe of the federal act pre-emptecl the trial proJrllD before it could be

implememed.

33. In 1995, Michiaan amended its Telecommunications Act to allow for

increased competition in the local eXCMnle market. Pursuant to those amendments,

Ameritech was required to tile a total services resale tariff by January 1996. [n 1996, the

federal Telecommunications Act was passed.

34. ATelT is currentJy providina intraLATA services in direct competition

with Ameritech utilizina. for many services, access furnished by Ameritech. This

competition will increase in the future as AT&T and Ameritech become direct

competitors for lona-distance customen based on Ameritech's ability to obtain

interLATA relief.

COUNT I

35. AT&T restates parqraphs 1 to 34 as if set fonh fully herein.

36. Pursuant to § 305 of the Ac:t. no provider of basic: local exc:hanae service

can depe the quality of access service provided to another provider; refuse or delay

access service to the local exchanae; impair the speecl, quality or efficiency of the lines

used by aaotber provider; or provide inferior connections to another provider.

37. Ameriteeh clmel1tJy is providina to ATelT a desraded and inferior quality

of access service that i.s impairina the speed, quality and effic:iency of the lines used by

ATelT to provide interexcbanae services. Also, by failina and refusinl to provision new

service by the customer desired due date, and by failina to timely restore service outqes,

13"
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AmeriteCb iJ refusinl and/or delayinl access service to the loc:al excbanle, all iD

violation of § 305 of the Act.

CQlT~T II

38. AT&T restates paraaraphs 1to 37 as if set forth fully herein.

39. Pursuant to § 202 of the Act. the Commission hu the authority to issue

orders to establish and enforce quality standards for the provision of telecommunications

services in Michiaan. Such authority is consistent with one of tile purposes of the Act,

which is to ensure effective review and disposition ofdisputes between

telecommunication providers. The Act, § 101(h).

40. AT&T has repeatedly requested that Ameriteeh rrtunl the quality ofaccess

service to the levels that Ameritech at one time routinely achieved. Ameritecb hu failed

to do so. At present, AmeriteCh is providina access service that is impairinl AT~rs

ability to provide to Michiiln consumen the high-quality interexchacle

telecommunications services expected from AT~T.

41. The Commission hu the authority to resolve this dispute by issuilll an

Order establishiq specific quality standards to be met by Ameriteeb in provisioninl aDd

mainta.i.aiq its access service, thereby resultina in high-quality interexchanle service for

Mic:hiilD customers.

COUNIIU

42. AT&T restates paragraphs 1to 41 as if set forth fully herein.

14



43. Section 205(2) of me Act expressly authorizes the Commission to require

chanles in bow rqulated telecommunication services are provided based upon a

determination that the quality or conditioru for the service violate the Act or are adverse

to the public interest.

44. Ameriteeh is currently providinl ATilT with access service of a quality

that violates the Act and is adverse to the public interest. ATilT has repeateclly requested

that Ameritech improve the quality of the access service to return it to the levels t!W

.-\meritech once delivered. Ameritech has failed do so.

4S. The Commission h.u the express authority, upon notice and hearin&. to

conclude that the provision ofdeiflded access service by Ameritecb to ATttT violates

the Act and is CODtrary to the public interest. Upon such a tindiD" the Commission caD

issue an order establishinl specific quality standards that must be achieved in providina

access so as to protect the public's riiht to quality telecommunications services.

COUNTry

46. AT&T reswet paraaraphs 1 to 45 u if set fOM fully herein.

47. Pursuant to § 204 of the Act, if two or more telecommunication providers are

unable to qree on a matter relatina to a reaulated telecommunication issue between the

panies. iDcludiDa but not limitecl to a matter prohibited by section 305 of the Act. theD

either telecommunication provider may file with the commission an application for

resolution of the matter.

48. ATilT and Ameritech are each telecommunication providers UDder Section

204 of the Act and bave been unable to reach aareement with respect to the quality of

15
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access SCfYice currently beiDl providecL and to be provided in the future, to ATAT by

AmeriteCh.

49. The quality ofaccess service Ameritech is providinl to AT&:T is inferior,

inadequate and unreasonable.

SO. The dearaded level of access service bema provided by Ameritech to AT&T is

impairina the speed, quality and efficiency of the lines used by ATAT to service its

customm.

51. Resolution of the issue of the quality of access service currently beina

provided by Ameritec:h to AT&:T and resolution of the issue of corrective action to be

implemented by Ameritec:h to improve the quality of access service to be provided by

Ameritech to ATelT in the future is within the Commission's jurisdiction PUI'SUIIlt to

MCL 484.2204 and the Commission bas the authority to FlDt the relief souabt by ATAT

herein.

WHEREFORE. ATelT requests the Commission conduct an invesUaaUol1, hold I

contested case hearinllDd issue its fiDdinp u foUows: (1) that the quality of the Kens

service beiDa provided to ATAT by Ameriteeh is inferior. inadeq\We aDd umeuoDable.

that it is • depded level ofKeesl service and that it is impairilla the speed. quality aDd

efficieacy of the liDa used by ATa:T to service its customers; (2) tbal. by providina sucb

deifaded access service to AT&:T, Ameritech is violatinl the Act; (3) that the provision

of deiJ'lded access service by Ameritech to ATAT is adverse to the public interest in .

Michigan; and (4) that Ameriteeh's degraded service quality diSldvantqes ATa:T in

competition with Ameritec:h.

16
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On the basis of sucb finelina. the Commission should issue aD Order swina: (I)

that Ameritech is required. by a da1e certain as specified by the Commission. to rerum the

quality of its access service to the levels that it was achievin, prior to September 1994 or

to a specific quality level that the Commission deems appropriate; (2) that, under § 601 of

the Act. Ameritech is required to pay up to a 520,000 tine for eacb day that the quality of

its access service violated the Act, as determined by thiJ Commission; (3) that for each

subsequent offense - or offenses that occur after the effective dales 50 specified by the

Commission's Order - Ameriteeh will be required to pay up to a $40,000 fiDe for each

day that its access service fails to meet the quality standards imposed by the Commission;

(4) that. for purposes of enforcina the Commissions' Order, AmeriteCb be required to

report the levels of its performance in the provisiorUnl of access service to the

Commission on a reaular buis, makinl the same available to ATetT; (5) that AmerileCh

establish separate or,anizational structures to furnish these services to interexchaDae

carrier competitors and to its own retail units on a non-discrimjnatory basis; and (6) for

such additional relief as may be requested or appropriate.

In addition. ATciT requests tJw the Commission resolve the outstandi.na iJsues
.

between the panies realrdiDa the quality of access service provided by Ameriteeh by:

(1) Establisbina minimum performance standards which Ameriteeb is required to

meet in providina access service to ATAT and others, includina Illeut the

following performance standards:

17
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<a> Pmvjsioniolofncw eso mc'c: Require Ameriteeh to provide DeW service

by the customer's desirrd due date on DOl less thaD 95% ofail DeW oreim.

(b) Prpvisjonin, of pcw PS] service: Require Amerilech to provide new service

by the customer's desired due date on not less than 95'/, of all new orders.

(c) Restoration of failed eso Knjces: Require Ameritech to restore failed eso

service in less thaD three hours in not less thaD 1CJ-1e ofall OSO failures.

<d) RestQ[Jtiog of failed pS.! KrvicCS: Require Ameriteeh to restore failed OS1

service in less thaD one hour in not less than 36% of alIOSI failures.

(e) Such maher or additional performance standards u the Commission may find

reasonable.

(2) Detennininl appropriate penalties and remedies to be appliecl in the eveal

Ameritteh fails to meet any minimum performance standards estAblished by the

Commission in this proceedinl.

(3) Orderina such additional or other relief as the Commission determines is

appropriate.



JJP. 11 p.19

This ComplaiDt is supponed by the Testimonies of Mr. William West and Mr. James

FIYM and the Exhibits attICbed heretD.

DATED: October 30. 1996

Respectfully submitted,

ATIcT COMMVNlCAnONS or
M1CIDGAN, INC.

BY:c2~--..~
One~meys

William Davis
Joan Marsh
ATAT CommunieatioDS of MichillD

Inc.
227 West Monroe
Suite 1300
Chicqo, IL 60606
(312) 230-2636
(312) 230-8210 (fax)

Georae HOII, Jr. (PUOS5)
Arthur J. LeVasseur (P29394)
Fischer. Franklin" Ford
3500 Guardian Buildiq
Detroit. MI 48226
(313) 962·5210
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STATE OF MICHIGAi~

BEFORE THE MICHIGA.~ PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIO~

In the matter. on the Commission's o~n
motion. to consider Ameritech Michigan's
compliance with the competitive checklist
in Section 271 of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996

)
)

)

)
)

Case No. U-III04

AFFIDAVIT OF JUDITH D. EVAi'iS
O~ BEHALF OF AT&T CO:\tMUNICATIONS OF MICHIGAN, I~C.

STATE OF ILLINOIS
ss.

COL:--:TY OF COOK

I. Judith D. Evans. being first duly sworn upon oath. do hereby depose and

state as follows:

I, My name is Judith D. Evans. My business address is 2~7 West

\10nroe Street. Room 19SQIl. Chicago, Illinois. I am employed by AT&T Corp.

("AT&T") as a Technical Support ~1anager in the Local Services Division organization.

2. My current responsibilities as a Technical Support Manager

include technical support of interstate/intrastate telecommunications services in AT&T's

Central Region States, including Michigan. Illinois. Indiana. Ohio. and Wisconsin. As

part of my responsibilities. I sen'e as AT&T's representative on the Michigan Number
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Portability Workshop. which attempts to resoh'e issues within the industry regarding the

implementation of long-term number portability.

3. In 1969 I joined Illinois Bell Telephone Company in the Operator

Services Department. My initial assignment included performing toll. intercept. mobile.

centralized automatic message accounting. and universal operator functions. In

:\'o\'ember 1971. I was promoted to the Network Services Department. For the next 15

years r held a \'ariet)' of technical craft and managerial positions in the ~etwork

Administration. Frames. Switching. and Switch Cutover organizations. In February

1986. I was transferred to the Planning and Engineering Department and performed the

design traffic engineering functions for 15 local. tandem. and operator services switching

systems.

..L In July 1988. I accepted a position as a Senior Product Training

Specialist in AT&T's 5ESS Switch Product Training Sel"'\ices Department. where I

instructed and desil2:ned training for the 5ESS Switch Architecture. Engineerinl2.. and- - - ~

~et\\'ork Administration Local Exchange Carrier curricula. In July 1991. I was promoted

to Senior Product Training Consultant and was team leader project manager for both

domestic and international documentation and training in the 5ESS Switch ISDN

Customer Premises Equipment Sales & ~1arketing and 5ESS Switch Engineering groups.

-~-
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5. Over the past n years. I ha\e attended numerous industry. schools.

and seminars covering a \ariety of technical and regulatory issues. I am currently

finishing course work at North Central College. Naperville. Illinois. for a Bachelor of

Arts degree in Communications.

Pl'RPOSE A~D SVM;\IARY OF AFFIDAVIT

6. The purpose of my affidavit is to respond to the affidavits

submitted by Ameritech's witnesses Gregory Dunny. John \1ayer. and Warren Mickens

regarding Ameritech's compliance \\'ith the competitive checklist of Section 271 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("the 1996 Act") in the areas of number portability.

dialing parity. and nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and directory listings,

I will demonstrate that. contrary to the assenions of Ameritech's witnesses. Ameritech

has not satisfied its obligations in any of these areas .

7, , .-\s pan of my discussion of number ponability. I will discuss the

o\erall competitive importance of local number portability -- both pennanent ("p;\p")

and interim ("I:-;P") -- to the development of vigorous local exchange competition, I will

then discuss Ameritech's number ponability obligations under the competitive checklist

and the FCC's number portability rules implementing Section 251 of the 1996 Act.

Finally. I will show that Ameritech has not met its r.\P obligations under the checklist.

because it has failed to offer route indexing as an r.\P method. even though (as Ameritech

has previously admitted) route indexing has been shown to be technically feasible.

-..)-
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8. In my discussion of dialing parity. I will show that A..rneritech has

not discharged its dialing parity obligations under the checklist. primarily because of its

failure to offer the I~P solutions that are essential to adequate dialing parity. In addition.

Ameritech has refused to provide intraLATA toll dialing parity. Even if Ameritech

currently satisfies its dialing parity obligations under the checklist. its refusal to offer

intraLATA dialing parity in the face of repeated orders of the Commission vilates Section

:2 71 (e)(2 )(B) of the 1996 Act and leaves substantial cause for concern that it will not

comply with those obligations in the future after it has been granted in-region interL.-\TA

authority.

9. Finally. I will show that Ameritech has not met its obligations

under the checklist to provide non-discriminatory access to directory assistance and

directory listings. For example. Ameritech has failed to pro\ide basic yellow pages

listings for the customers of CLECs. free yellov..· page directories to such customers. and

data to CLECs concerning an unlisted customer's status (as opposed to the customer's

number). e\·en such inclusion is clearly required by the 1996 Act and by the FCC's

regulations.

I. ~r'IBER PORTABILITY

10. As Mr. Dunny states. Item (xi) of the competitive checklist

requires that Ameritech provide "interim telecommunications number portability through

remote call forwarding. direct inward dialing trunks. or other comparable arrangements.

,
-"':-
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with as little impairment of functioning. quality. reliability. and convenience as possible."

and that Ameritech~ comply with the number portability regulations promulgated by

the FCC pursuant to the 1996 Act. 47 USC. § 271(c)(2)(B)(xi): Affidavit of Gregory J,

Dunnv ("Dunnv Aff. ")... 128. I do not allree with \Ir. Dunnv and ~lr, \laver. howe\er..... - .. ..

that Ameritech has met these requirements. See Dunny AfL .... 128-135: Affidavit of

John B. \1ayer ("Mayer Aff.")..... 153-161.

A. The Competitin Importance of Local ~umber Portability

II, As used in this affidavit. the term local number portability ("L'P")

refers generally to "sen'ice provider portability." Senice provider portability is the

capability of a customer to change to a different local senice provider while retaining the

same local telephone number at the same location and at the same sen'ice without

impairment of functionality.

12. The absence of an effective L'P solution \\ould be a signiticant

barrier to the introduction of local exchange competition. ~'10st customers will refuse to

change carriers if they cannot have the assurance that their numbers will remain the same

even after the change. Thus. it is essential that an effective L'\P solution be implemented

in a timely fashion.

B. Permanent ~umber Portability

13. As Item (xi) of the checklist recognizes by referring only to I}':P.

permanent number portability has not yet been implemented. The absence of P,P.
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howe\·er. is relevant to the checklist. because the competiti\"e importance of effecti\"e

number portability requires that Ameritech's I?\P obligations must be strictly enforced --

as Congress recognized when it included in this checklist item the requirement of "full

compliance" with the FCC's number portability regulations promulgated pursuant to

Section 251.

l-l. Michigan statutory law requires that proyiders of basic local

exchange senice provide true number portability (i.e .. P~P) no later than January I.

1999: however. under the statute the Commission may require the provision of P\"P

before that date if it determines that such pro\'ision is "economically and technologically

feasible." \lich. Stat. Ann, § 22.1-l69(358l: \1CL § 484.2358. Last June. pursuant to the

statute. the Commission ordered A.meritech \1ichigan and GTE to commence

implementation of P;-";P no later than when they begin implementation of P,\,P in Illinois.

unless they show cause v.:hy further delay is necessary, 1

15. One month after the Commission issued its order. the FCC issued

its'\'umber Portability Order. which requires PNP to be deployed in the top 100

metropolitan statistical areas ("MSAs") nationwide beginning October 1. 1997. and to be

completed in those MSAs by December 31. 1998. r-.farkets beyond these \,-fSAs are to be

I Case ~o. U-l 0860. In the Matter. On the Commission's Own \lotion. To Establish Pennanent
Interconnection Arraneements Between Basic Local Exchange Service Pro\ iders. Opinion and Order
Issued June~. 1996.
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converted to P~P within six months of any request. beginning January 1. 1999. ?':umber

Portability Order. c: 77 and Appendix F.

16. The Number Portability Order included three ~1ichigan cities in the

100 ;-"'1SAs where PNP must be implemented by the end of 1998: Detroit. Grand Rapids.

and Ann Arbor. In these cities. implementation must begin on October 1. 1997. and must

be completed throughout the MSA by the following dates:

Detroit \>1SA -- First quarter 1998

Grand Rapids \1SA -- Third quarter 1998

Ann Arbor !\1SA -- Fourth quarter 1998

However. the FCC also required that in the Chicago :vISA (the only one of the top 100

\ISAs in Illinois). A.meritech commence offering P;-';P on October 1. 1997. and fully

implement P;-';P (i.e .. make P~P available through the entire Chicag0 \ISA) by

December 31. 1997.

17. Two months after the FCC issued the ~umber Portability Order.

the Commission denied GTE's request for rehearing of its ruling on number portability in

Case ~o. C-l 0860 and reiterated that Ameritech and GTE must begin long-tenn number

portability in Michigan at the same time that Ameritech begins to implement true number

portability in Illinois. Case No. V-I 0860. Order Denying Rehearing. issued September

12. 1996. Thus. Ameritech must begin implementation of Pi\P in Michigan on

October 1. 1997 -- the same date on which it must begin such implementation in the
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Chicago \ISA (and three Michigan \1SAs) under the \:umber Portability Order.

However. under the ~umber Portability Order. the \1ichigan statute. and the

Commission's orders. full implementation of P~P in areas outside the Detroit. Grand

Rapids. and Ann Arbor MSAs will not be required until at least January 1. 1999.

18. Like other States in Ameritech's region. Michigan has formed a

~umber Portability Workshop composed of Arneritech. AT&T. and other industry

representatives for the purpose of attempting to resoh'e issues regarding the

implementation of P~P. Thus far. progress has been made on a few of the

implementation issues. Howe\er. implementation of P~P in \lichigan has been slow and

remains largely in the theoretical stage. For example. numerous critical decisions and

implementation issues regarding P~P are yet to be addressed. The L:\P Regional

Workshop Operations Subcomminee has 51 issues currently identified on its action item

list and has yet to resoh'e 37 of those issues.

19.. \1oreo\er. to date Ameritech has provided very little information

indicating whether it is on schedule to meet the P~P schedule established by the FCC and

this Commission. aside from \1r. \layer's ambiguous statement that Ameritech "plans" to

begin implementation ofPNP in \lichigan "by fourth quarter 1997." \layer AtL .. 160.

\1ere assurances such as these are not enough.

:W. As discussed in the reply affidavit filed in this proceeding by John

Puljung. Ameritech has a long history of delays and non-compliance with Commission

-~'-
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orders. including the intraLATA presubscription orders (v.. hich I briefly discuss below).

This history. by itself. leaves much room for concern that Ameritech will be similarly

noncompliant regarding the implementation of P~P.

2 J. If Ameritech were to be granted interLATA relief prior to the

implementation of PNP in an ~1SA like Detroit. Ameritech's motivation to comply \\ith

the P?,\P schedule would be dramatically reduced. To date Ameritech has had a strong

incentive to cooperate -- or appear to cooperate -- with its competitors on number

portability issues. The FCC is not likely to allow a BOC that appears to be

"stonewalling" in implementing the p~p schedule to enter the long-distance market.

..,.., AT&T. howe\·er. is concerned that Ameritech will not comply with

the P?,\P implementation schedule once it receives in-region interL\TA authority. In

order for the deadlines of the FCC and this Commission to be met. a number of

milestones with respect to switch upgrades. software development and testing must be

met in what e\'eryone agrees is an aggressive schedule. \Ioreover. achievement of P?,\P

will not be possible absent resolution of numerous critical issues on PNP in the \Iichigan

workshop.

23. Ameritech will have linle or no incentive to cooperate with its

competitors on PNP implementation if it receives in-region interLATA authority before it

has fully implemented PNP in an \1SA such as Detroit. In fact. under such circumstances

Ameritech would have every reason to delay resolution of those issues. and thus P?,\P. by
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refusing to agree to a solution or by forcing litigation of the issues. The delay would

have the effect of enhancing Ameritech's competitive position and impairing the gro\\1h

of competition. because CLECs would be forced to continue using rNP methods, which

are unsuitable as long-term solutions. 2

.2..+. Adherence to the PNP schedule is critical to the development of

competition. because none of the INP solutions that I discuss below can serve as a

permanent solution in fulfilling the implementation schedules of the FCC and this

Commission..~s the FCC found in its \:umber Portability Order. each of the f:\p is an

inadequate method because each method:

(1)

(.2 )

(3)

impairs the quality. reliability. or con\'enience of the telecom
services offered when customers switch between carriers (for
example. Caller 1.0. is disabled);

requires competing local exchange carriers ("CLECs") to depend
upon the original incumbent service provider's (i.e .. Ameritech'sJ
network: or

wastes the limited numbering resources (i.e .. assilZnimt a second
- --"shadow number").

~umber Portability Order.~" 110.115.

..,-,. Thus. the longer a permanent solution is delayed. the longer

competitors will face significant competitive hurdles. as they are forced to incur time and

= That is wh~ the Commission. to mitigate the likelihood ofa problem later. should (at a minimum)
fonnall~ adopt requirements that Ameritech: (1) identify its responsible personnel: (2) specifically outline
its schedule for implementation of the LR.'l method of p~p; and 13) provide the Commission with regular
monthly reports on the progress of the PNP project.
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~\:pense on the inferior and outmoded I1'\P solutions for serving their customers. That is

why. until P!\P is implemented. it is critical to competition that the most effective INP

methods be made available to CLECs -- and that Ameritech be strictly required to comply

fully v;ith its statutory obligations under the 1996 Act to provide all such methods. to the

extent that they are technically feasible.

26. Interim portability options have become particularly important to

A. T&T in connection with its facility-based plans for Michigan areas outside of the

Detroit. .-\nn Arbor. and Grand Rapids MSAs. AT&T has recently created a market plan

targeted for certain business customers for the third quarter of 1997 to provide

competiti\'e local seT\ice to customers by using s\... itch capacity that currently exists in

AT&T switching systems placed throughout the State of \lichigan. 3 Inferior or undul;.

expensive interim solutions. such as Ameritech's Direct Inward Dial ("DID") or Flexible

DID. will ha\e an extremely negati\'e impacl on AT&T's ability to implement its

proposed market plan -- and. in fact. would shackle AT&T as a competitor in the

\fichigan marketplace.

C. Interim ~umber Portability

27. Ameritech is currently offering fi\;p through Remote Call

FOT\...·arding ("RCF"). DID. and NXX Migration (otheT\vise knO\\TI as Local Exchange

, Of course. business plans are always subject to change and unexpected developments. especjall~ in the
\ olatile telecommunications market. Thus. market plan target dates can be accelerated or delayed.
depending on the circumstances.
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Routing Guide ("LERG") Reassignment). Dunny Aff.. ("(" 129. 133: ~ayer Aff.. .. 153.

This offer. however. does not comply with Ameritech's obligation under the checklist to

provide any INP method that is "technically feasible." Specifically. Ameritech has not

agreed to provide route indexing -- including Route Indexing - Portability Hub ("Rl-PH")

-- even though this INP method is not only technically feasible. but is also necessary for

AT&T properly to serve business customers and to take advantage of LERG

Reassignment solutions.

28. Section 251 of the 1996 Act. which sets forth the I~P obligations

referred to in Item (xi) of the competitive checklist. requires LECs "to provide to the

extent technically feasible. number portability in accordance with regulations prescribed

by the [FCC]." ·n eSc. § 251(b)(2). The FCC has thus required that. until a P:':P

solution is fully deployed. carriers such as Ameritech must pro\ide all technically

feasible ~P solutions necessary for CLECs to be able to realistically achieve near term

competition with incumbent LECs such as Ameritech. See \"umber Portability Order. ....

110-111. 115: ..7 C.F.R. § 52.27.

29. Messrs. Dunny and ~1ayer assert that it is "important" that any I:':P

method "be (1) technically feasible now. (2) available now based on current facilities.

(3) not result in significant additional costs. and (4) port numbers with a minimum loss of

functionality." Dunny Aff.. c: 130; see also y1aver Aff.. .. 153. However. with the.. --'

exception of the fourth requirement (which is included in Item (xi) of the checklist). these

requirements are inconsistent with the 1996 Act and the FCC's regulations.


